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Between 8-12 July 2013, 34 scientists met in Yaoundé, Cameroon, to participate on the 
workshop on the Management and Use of Forest Landscapes as part of the CGIAR 
Research Program on Forests, Trees and Agroforestry (CRP6). The five-day workshop 
brought together biophysical and social scientists from the region to learn participatory 
research methods to unpack gendered knowledge, skills and interests relevant to the 
management and use of forest genetic resources research. 
  
Participants included Bioversity scientists as well as national partners and Bioversity gender 
fellows working on collaborative projects in Cameroon, Gabon, Democratic Republic of 
Congo, Burkina Faso and Mozambique. Social and biophysical scientists from ICRAF and 
CIFOR also took an active part in the workshop. Maria Fernández and Ricardo Ramírez 
facilitated the workshop, with process documentation by Carlos Basilio; all from the 
International Support Group (ISG). Julia Gerbig from the University of Freiburg’s Centre for 
Anthropology and Gender Studies was also present to make a video of the proceedings with 
the intention of developing gender-learning modules for the Bioversity’s Forest Genetic 
Resources Programme. 
 
Through a participatory, learning-by-doing process, participants went through exercises on 
different participatory research methods and tools.  These tools allow researchers to explore 
gendered knowledge of tree resources so as to contribute to enabling rural communities to 
conserve and use them now and in the future. The workshop focused on how to make visible 
the knowledge, priorities, division of labour, skills, access and control of resources 
differentiated by gender and the relationships among them. The workshop participants’ 
eclectic backgrounds and perspectives stimulated vigorous discussions on these themes 
throughout the week. 
 
The workshop focused on the potential that participatory research holds for triggering gender 
transformative processes that can make tree use and management more sustainable while 
promoting gender equality. Participants practiced the use of landscape mapping, activity 
calendars, and matrices of important and least important timber and non-timber forest 
products to encourage learning through action and reflection. They also spent a day in the 
field acquiring first-hand experience using these tools with women and men from Minwoho 
Village in the Division of Evodoula, a village where CIFOR and ICRAF has been supporting a 
number of activities during the last 10 years. 
 
For many of the participants, this was a first attempt to integrate gender-responsive social 
analyses in their work on tree genetic resources. For others, it was an initiation to 
participatory, social learning approaches that can build on local traditions of biodiversity 
management, and foster positive social changes in the communities where they work. As 
participants parted ways, they agreed that bridging the social and biophysical sciences, and 
doing research in a participatory way, are essential to generate relevant, meaningful, and 
quality research results that promote social equity and the conservation of forest genetic 
resources. 
 
This report attempts to capture, largely through the use of photographs, the dynamic 
interactions and activities that took place during the weeklong workshop. 
 
  







Day 1 - 08 July 2013 
 
Day 1: Introduction to the workshop, focused on defining the rationale behind the need to 
unpack gendered knowledge, skills and interests in forestry research and on learning 
participatory research methods that could help collect and analyze this information. 
 
Opening Remarks: Laura Snook, Bioversity International 
One of the CGIAR Forest, Trees, and Agroforestry program outcomes is Greater 
gender equity in decision making and control over forest and tree use, management 
and benefits are improved through women’s empowerment 
• There is a need to understand how gender relations influence the management and use 
of forest resources if development outcomes are to be achieved. 
• Important issues are often missed because of lack of women’s involvement in the 
generation of knowledge and information that affects research programs. 
• The CGIAR has come to a decision that 10% of research program resources must be 
spent in achieving outcomes that improve gender equity. 
• Recent initiatives of Bioversity’s CRP Forests, Trees and Agroforestry include the 
implementation of a gender scoping study, the recruitment of a gender specialist and the 
integration of gender fellows in its research projects. 
 
Workshop Overview  “Unpacking Gendered Knowledge, Skills and Interests in Forest 
Genetic Resources Research: Marlène Elias, Bioversity International 
• Forestry research is about trees and is also about people 
• People are diverse like trees 
o Gendered practices and responsibilities 
o Gendered access to and use of forest resources 
o Gendered knowledge, skills, preferences and priorities 
o Gendered access to technology and benefits, decision-making 
o Gendered impacts from forest changes 
• Gendered-sensitive research as good science 
o More representative of local realities 
o Better validity 
o More effective policies 
o More equitable outcomes 
o Relevant to broader group of end-users 
o Better uptake 
o Longer lasting outcomes 
There is a need to consider the issues listed above when conducting research on 
forests and their genetic resources to achieve the outcomes we seek: poverty 
alleviation and more sustainable use of natural resources 
 
 
Video project: Julia Gerbig, University of Freiburg  
An introduction was given to the University of Freiburg team and its role in documenting this 
and other Bioversity CRP FTA workshops that will lead to the development of gender 
learning modules. The idea behind this work is: 
! The production of a booklet and an interactive video (http://korsakow.org/)  
! To explore possibilities of documenting experiences in the field 










Workshop Facilitation: Ricardo Ramirez, International Support Group 
Members of the International Support Group (ISG) provided the technical inputs and 
facilitation for the workshop.  ISG is an association of practitioners and researchers who 
come together to facilitate learning approaches to natural resource management. The 
members are distributed across the globe and collaborate on-line and where possible during 
face-to-face events like this one.  
 
Workshop Expectations: Participants were asked to write down their main expectation from 




Figure 1 - Expectations for the workshop 
Workshop Goals and Objectives: 
The goals of the Workshop was to provide participants with a practical understanding of how 
a gender perspective and participatory methods are relevant for forestry research, providing 
skills that can help take gender into account during field studies and thereby project 




• Incorporate and/or reinforce a gender dimension into the bio-physical research 
• Facilitate an understanding of the technical knowledge and skills of men and women, 
forest managers, and their visions for resource use 
• Get a better grip on research as a process of learning and reflection with gendered forest 
managers about future options 
 
Getting to Know Each Other: participants took a few minutes to get to know someone they 
had not yet met and then they presented “their new friend” to the plenary. 
 






Figure 2:  Getting to know each other   Figure 3:  Rules of the game 
  
Rules of the Game: Participants then established the rules they felt should be followed to 
ensure that the workshop would be an optimal forum for discussion learning. ‘Consequences’ 
were gathered from all that those who broke the rules would need to preform. 
 
Tool 1:  Addressing Gender: how do we see each other? 
Facilitator’s Instructions: 
• Write down what comes to mind when you hear the word Woman. 
• Write down what comes to mind when you hear the word Man. 
• In the right corner of each card place a W if you are a woman and or M if a man. 
• Post the cards on a volunteer Woman and a volunteer Man.  
 




Figures 4-7 – Perceptions men and women have of themselves and of each other 
 







Highlights of Discussion: 
• Men see men as themselves while women see themselves in relation to others (as 
mothers, wives, etc.) 
• Men see women in terms of physical attributes while women see women in terms of their 
roles and responsibilities in the household, family, community, society 
• Men see men as strong, head, chiefs and women see men similarly 
• How we see other people is not the same as we see ourselves 
• Men and women have with a lot of baggage (biases, stereotypes, assumptions) from their 
previous experiences and they need to be aware and careful of these baggage when 
doing researchers in the communities 
 
Tool 2: Gender Preferences 
Facilitator’s Instructions: 
• You have a budget of CFA 20,000 (US$45) 
• In your group make a shopping list for 1 week’s purchases for a family of 4 
• Put your list on flip chart paper; on person will present 
• TIME 15 min. 
 
Group Outputs: 
    
 
Figures 8-9 Men’s shopping lists     Figures 10-11 Women’s shopping lists   





Highlights of Discussion: 
• All presentations indicate show that priority was given to items that will satisfy the 
nutritional needs of the household with one group even defining their shopping list based 
on food groups 
• The presentations did not give enough data to indicate differences on gender preferences 
although they did indicate that men express information differently. They tend to give 
more general information while women provide specific details. For example, while 
onions and other ingredients of a sauce is defined in the women’s shopping list, the 
men’s shopping list only contained sauce, indicating that women had a more detailed 
knowledge and skills in cooking 
 
Tool 3:  Gendering forest landscapes 
Facilitator’s Instructions: 
• Work in gender differentiated groups 
• Draw the landscape that you work in (or select a landscape that is familiar to most of the 
group) 
• Use colored pens to differentiate aspects and elements as you wish; put in as much detail 
as you can 
• Select one person in the group to present 











Figures 14-15 Men’s view of the landscape in which they work 
 





Highlights of Discussion: 
• The maps contained similar physical features such as roads, rivers, farms, buildings. 
• The maps were drawn at different landscape scales 
• The degree of detail depended on the degree of relevance of the information to the 
people making the maps. 
• Maps can indicate intensity of gendered segregated spaces/ areas. 
   
Key Learning from the Gendered Landscape Mapping Exercise: 
The scale of the landscape map determines the detail of information that can be collected 
• The choice of the landscape scale has great consequence on our research activities 
• Not possible to use map analysis on one crop only, has to be done on a global way at map 
level 
• Gender is harder to map at some scales 
• Scale matters (a lot!) 
• The scale and the gendered aspects matter in knowledge production 
• Gender comes out when you zoom in 
• Scale of map determines visibility of gender 
Mapping can help understand gender differences 
• In a landscape men and women are differently involved in various activities 
• Representation of activities of women and men 
• Help to draw relationship between men and women 
• Men and women turn to frequent different areas 
• Men and women play different roles in the community and landscape 
• Understanding what can be done by men and women in a landscape 
• Integrate gender fact to resolve all problems at the community 
• Similar characteristics for all villages through men’s activities are different from women’s 
activities 
• Acknowledgement of gender structure of activities 
• Man and woman are all involved in each landscape but at different levels 
• Different activities are carried out by men and women or both within the landscape 
• Gender is very important. Women and men gender diversity 
• Knowing the study site and people’s activities 
• Participation is not equal to collective action 
Clarity of instructions can help people prepare better maps 
• To carefully check instructions before completing an exercise 
• Clear Legend 
• People are more likely to express clearly on a map aspects that they are more familiar with 
• Sharing of ideas gives better results 
• Diversity of conception (understanding) when reporting 
 
 
Tool 4: Consensus and evidence 
Facilitator’s Instructions: 
• When you were doing the maps what was the degree: 
• Of consensus in the group regarding the information you included for the landscape. 
•  The extent to which the inquiry was based on evidence (scale 1 to 10 where 1=low) 
• Locate your score on the chart at the front  
















Figure 16: Groups working          Figure 17 – Degree of consensus and evidence 
       regarding analysis of gendered landscape maps 
Highlights of Discussion: 
• Four groups gave high scores in terms of consensus and evidence. However 1 group 
gave themselves a low score for evidence 
• The low score for evidence was based on the limited availability of other information 
(evidences: maps, reports, etc) that could support the information. Most of the information 
was given by key informants 
• The score could be improved if opportunities are given to verify and replicate information 
• Social science research is challenging because one deals with perceptions and need 
high degree of trusts from the informants in order to be given the right information. 
Information given is also dependent on the expectations of the informants and power 
relations within groups of informants. The problem can be addressed if the research 
activity is negotiated with the community 
 
Recapitulation of Day 1 Sessions  
 
Daily Recap: Monday (08/07/2013)  Alda Tomo and Paulus Maukonen 
 
Session 1_Speaker 1 
• Importance of gender issues in CGIAR 
– Priority: 10% of resources targeting gender issues 
– Relative importance of women on development of outcome when compared to 
men 
– Farmers are both female and male, but the majority of development 
opportunities target exclusively males 
• Need of understanding gender role 
– Where and how gender should be addressed? 
• Aim of the workshop 
– Ensure that 10% of resources address gender issues 
• Issues to be addressed in the workshop 
– What questions to address gender 
– How research contribute to gender outcome 
– Lessons to be addressed  
Session 1_Speaker 2 
• How does gender relates to forest resources 
– Social differences lead to differences in relations with resources 
– Gender differentiation brings differences in opportunities and constraints 
– Gender roles varies with culture and time 
• Gender roles and responsibility have implications in access and uses of trees 





– Different levels of knowledge, skills, abilities, opportunities and constraints 
impacts on changes in forests 
– Effective policies need to be gender responsive 
– There is a need to understand gendered livelihoods and landscapes 
• Participatory research 
– Involvement of people in carrying out research 
– Social learning and reflection  
– Empowerment: capture the opportunity and see the relevance themselves 
– Bring more effective results on development outcomes such as poverty 
alleviation and sustainable natural resources management 
Session 1_Speaker 3 
• Participatory video as a gender responsive methods where the audiovisuals speak by 
themselves 
• Watched a video of a training session in Malaysia 
Session 1_Speaker 4 
• Introduction: Unpacking gender and visibility 
• Outlining of expectations by the participants, using a participatory methods, cards of 
participants sticked in the wall and read out loud 
• Outlining of the rules for the workshop, including the penalties 
• Volunteers for recapitulation of previous sessions 
• Introductory exercise: In pairs, the participants introduced each other 
Session 2: Gender Perception 
• How do men and women perceive each other to create some awareness on how to 
look on gender 
– Women see themselves differently from how men see them 
– Difference on how men see themselves and the way the are seen by women 
is not pronounced 
– Men look more to physical aspects while women focus more on roles 
• The most important change in gender study is the bias related to assumption and 
stereotypes: there is a need of asking more questions about roles rather than making 
assumptions. 
Session 3: Gender Preferences  
• Gender divided groups made a shopping list for a week for a family of four. 
– Women described with more detail than men 
– The ways preferences were outlined depend on skills, knowledge and vary 
with location and socio-cultural factors. 
– Care must be taken to avoid stereotypes: there is need to understand what is 
happening in the area of the study for and among men and women.  
Session 4: Gendered Forest Landscapes 
• Participatory research tools: lessons and consequences from using them  
• Landscape mapping exercise: gender divided groups mapped landscapes such as 
savannah, villages, concessions and transition forest-savannah. 
– Scale matters when expressing gender issues in mapping exercises 
Session 5: Consensus and Evidence 
• How robust, accurate and trustworthy is the exercise 
– The evidence was perceived differently. There is need of defining clearly 
evidence 
– Mapping perception is different from mapping reality. 




Day 2 - 9 July 2013 
 





Day 2 continued with introduction of matrix analysis and annual activity calendar as tools for 
gender responsive participatory research. The participants were asked to prepare and 
analyze gendered matrices of important species and activity calendars. The rest of the 
afternoon was spent for preparing protocols for the fieldwork.  
 




• Work in mixed groups 
• Make a list of the 4 most important tree species or NFTPs from the selected landscape 
• Make a list of the 4 least important species & NFTPs from the selected landscape 





Figures 18-19 - Selected species comparing men’s and women’s criteria for selection and use of them 
  
 








Figures 20-22: Selected species comparing men’s and women’s criteria for selection and use of them 
 





Highlights of Discussion: 
• It is not easy to rank the species on the basis of limited information 
• It is better to make the list of species first and identify the priorities later 
• Men and women have different criteria to identify the most and least important species 
• Identifying least important species is tended to be more difficult  
• Presentations indicate differences with multiple use and single use species by each 
gender or by both 
• The exercise is difficult to do if informants are not familiar with the situation in the 
communities 
• Definition of economic use emphasize sales or generation of cash income 
deemphasizing the use of species for food security and household nutrition 
• We need to question our assumption that cash is more important than food. 
• One thing is cash but another is value 
• Some species are considered as medicinal by men but not by women and vice versa 
• We need to unpack the meaning of traditional, cultural and social values. It includes the 
use of species for games, hospitality, gifts , exchange, pleasure 
• Eliciting a huge set of criteria can provide a better chance of identifying criteria relevant 
to the people. 
• It is important to let people identify their own criteria rather than imposing our own criteria 
upon them. 
 
Tool 6: Gendered Annual Activity Calendar  
Facilitator’s Instructions: 
• Work in same (mixed) teams  
• Design an activity calendar based on the landscape drawing  
• Make a list of all of the tasks that men, women, girls and boys do during year by month 
• Indicate which are done by men, women and/or children 
• If men and women in your group have different opinions register each opinion separately 
• (TIME: 60 minutes) 
 
Highlights of Discussion: 
• The groups encountered problems defining level of details/disaggregation 
• Disaggregation of information is essential in gender-responsive research 
• It was not easy to determine the start and end of season for some species 
• We need to design the calendar within a specific context to find out how much of the year 
is spent doing what by whom  throughout the year. 
• We have to define what kind of information we can put in the calendar. 
• Activity calendars not only indicate time availability but also knowledge and skills that are 
needed to do the activities 




Each group produced an activity calendar on the basis of what was known about a specific 
context. One or more members of the group served as key informants.   
 







Figures 23-26: Examples of gendered activity calendars 
Field Work Preparation 
Facilitator’s Instructions: Design a protocol taking into account the following: 
• Roles (facilitation, translation, introduction, time-keeping, presentation) 
• Clarify (what is facilitation and observation; photos of tools, who owns/keeps them?) 
• Steps (sequence of steps by the facilitator) 
• Tools (selection of tools to use; variations) 






Figures 27-28: Examples of Field Day Protocols 





Field Work Groups  
Tools Men’s Group Women’s Group 
Landscape Map 1 Paulus, Rome, Duplex Delphine, Anne 
Landscape Map 2 Frederick, Hermann, Diallo Estella, Josephine, Barbara 
Activity Calendar 1 Obadian, Jerome, Simon Alda, Yvonne, Pascaline 
Activity Calendar 2 Julius, Paluku, Donald Lea, Marlene 
Matrix Analysis Roland, Goodwill, Moussa Rosalina, Laura, Mawa 
 
 
Day 3 - 10 July 2013 
Day 3 involved a field trip to a local community to practice using participatory tools to conduct 
gender-responsive research. Participants were divided into 10 groups and worked with the 




Workshop participants arrived and met with local community members. Once introductions 
were completed, workshop participants broke out into groups of men and women. Each 
group was then subdivided into five groups (2 groups for landscape mapping, 2 groups for 
activity calendar and one group for matrix analysis). The men worked with groups of men 
from the village, while the women facilitated participatory exercises with groups of women 
from the village. A member of the community presented the results of the exercise in plenary 
 
Lunch was served for all participants. A local musician provided entertainment in between 
sessions and after lunch with a number of participants encouraged to dance with the music.  




The community and the workshop participants in Minwoho during the field day 






Figure 29 & 30 – Two Landscape maps by groups of men from Minwoho village 
 












Figures 33 & 34 – Annual activity calendars by men groups from Minwoho 
  
Figures 35 & 36 – Matrices of most important species by women (left) and men (right) groups from Minwoho 


















Learning with the people of Minwoho 
 
 
Reviewing the field Experience 
Facilitator’s Instructions: 
Task: answer the following questions: 
– Did you follow the protocol? 
– What did you learn about gender and Forest Genetic Resources (FGR)? 
– What did you like about the process? 
– What made you uncomfortable? 
• Work in field teams for 30 min.  
• Compare responses among tool groups (30 min) and consolidate for presentation 
• Prepare a single flipchart using materials of your choice to clarify the findings 
Highlights of Discussion: 










Figures 39 and 40: Review of field work experience:  What we learned 
 
Day 4 - 11 July 2013 
 
Day 4 started with processing experience and learning by the groups during the field work 
and continued with introduction of domain analysis and access and control matrix as 
additional tools for analyses of gender responsive participatory research. The participants 
later discussed ways of moving forward with their projects using the Timeline exercise.  
 
Recapitulation of Day 2 Sessions (09/07/2013 
 
Daily Recap: Tuesday (09/07/2013) Estella Kinga and Donald Iponga 






Tool 5:  Matrix of Most and Least Important Species  




-­‐ And social value 
Lessons learnt from group presentations 
-­‐ Not easy to make a list 
-­‐ Difficulties in ranking 
-­‐ Hard to work with different criteria 
-­‐ More disagreement with the least important goods 
 
The assumptions behind choosing the most important goods and the least important ones 
The black box needs to be unpacked because otherwise we might fail to recognize important functions 
for NTFPs, such as their use for solidifying networks or as gifts and exchanges 
 
Tool 6:  Gendered annual activity calendar 
The different groups selected different NTFPs and presented the period and the management strategy 
of both men and women.  
Remark: if people choose a management strategy, they would have skills and time to implement? 
 
Lessons learnt in developing the activity calendar 
-­‐ Difficulties in defining disaggregated data 
-­‐ Disaggregation is necessary 
-­‐ Recommendations should be made to the right people 
-­‐ Researcher’s world can contrast to the one of the people managing it 
 
Planning for the Field Work 
Participants were divided into 10 groups to decide on the methodology to use the following 3 tools on 
the field together with the villagers: 
-­‐ Landscape mapping 
-­‐ Activity calendar 
-­‐ Matrix 
Protocol for field work was designed as follows: 
-­‐ Roles (facilitation, translation, introduction, time keeping and presentation) 
-­‐ Clarify (what is facilitation and observation, photos, tools and who keeps them) 
-­‐ Tools (selection of tools to use) 
-­‐ Materials (collecting and preparing materials to take to the field 
The different groups under landscape, activity calendar and matrix sat and brainstormed on the 
methodologies to use following the fieldwork protocol listed above. 
-­‐ The facilitators were chosen 
-­‐ Decision on who will do the writing, drawing and presentation ( mostly villagers) 
-­‐ Time keepers and those in charge of materials were also chosen in all the groups 
-­‐ Decisions on symbol identification were also made 
 
Tool 7: Domain Analysis 
Facilitator’s Instructions: 
• Work in mixed field teams and gender 
• We have identified 6 Tree Species or NFTP of interest 
• Write each one across the top of a matrix; 
• Write the following characteristics along the vertical 'criteria' column: 
– 1 men sell the product - 5 women sell the product 
– 1 men do the transformation- 5 women do the transformation 
– 1 women have access to the products  - 5 men have access to the products 
– 1 women have skill to manage - 5 men have skill to manage 
– 1 the product is sold - 5 the product is consumed 





•  Rate each column using the appropriate number in the continuum in the vertical 
'criteria' column  
• Scan the matrix: Which Tree Species share similar PATTERNS in ratings?  
• Are there groups of Tree Species that share similar characteristics?  
• Can you think of additional Tree Species that would fit the desired characteristics 
listed? 
• Time: 60 minutes? 





Figures 41-44: Matrices of most important species clustered through domain analysis (one women’s group-) 
 
The RepGrid example below was based on the data from Group 1.  We first verified that the 
Elements (Tree Species) and Constructs (gradient of variables) and scores were correct 
using DISPLAY. We verified the degree of association among columns using FOCUS. Last, 
we used PinGrid to display the clustering of the species and the gradient of variables.  
 
  








Figures 45-49: Results of domain analysis of most important species – Bush Mango 
Highlights of Discussion: 
• The participants are a mixed group with common knowledge 
• Certain species have comparable sets of scores 
• How many elements and constructs can the software handle. 
• The range od consensus of (1-5 to 1-10) can be stretched but may affect facility of 
consensus 
• The tool can only establish patterns, identifying outliers (acacia) or clusters with common 
characteristics (okok, nossette, njangsang, bush mango) 
• Data did not really represent replications and we need to be careful with interpreting 
quantitative (value) and qualitative (scores/ranks) data and interpreting qualitative data in 
a qualitative way 
• It can also provide degre eof variation and/or association 
• Rigor still needs to be determined through consensus and evidence analysis. 
• In this example the statistical variance is the addition of the two percentages: 56.1 








• Work in groups of men and women 
• List 1 landscape resource (individual cards) 
• Prepare a matrix: place the resources on the vertical column 
• On the horizontal axis produce four columns: 2 for Access by men & women and 2 for 
Control by men & Women.  
• Score on a scale of 1-5 (5=high) the degree of access and control that each gender has. 
• TIME: 60 minutes 
 










Figures 49-53: Interpretation of women’s and men’s access and control over resources on a scale of 1-5 
 
Highlights of Discussion: 
• Too much packed together to analyze 
• Some groups changed the rules (zero=no access; “/”- state control)  
• Importance of piloting and anticipating what kind of data you are likely to receive 
• Discovered zero access. Good discussion though hard to isolate items 
• Leads to question, the notion of control (access allows one to manage; control allows 
one to sell) 
• There are contextual differences 
• Exercise can create some discomfort 
• There are layers of “laws”  (in a clearing fields vs in the forest, including regrowth) 
• Layers include official rules, social representation, norms, customary laws, who 
makes decisions 
• There’s no public acknowledgement of women’s actual control 
• Gender relations at home influence our scores 
• What people say and what they actually do is not necessarily the same. We need to 
talk to the women to challenge our assumptions 
• Women may have more control in nuclear families than in extended families. 
• If we want to influence change, we need to know “who is able to make decisions/use 
our recommendations.  
 
Recapitulation of Day 4 Sessions 
 
Daily Recap: Thursday (11/07/13) Delphine Agbornerem and Frederick Nkeumoe 
All sessions were geared towards 
– Reflection of fieldwork carried out during the field trip. 
– Recommendations on findings carried out. 
– What we want to do in the future as far gender and participatory research is concerned in 
our various work places. 





Group Work 1:  
Participants were asked to work in the same working groups as were in the field and the 
various tasks were to answer the following questions: 
– Did you follow the protocol?  
– What did you learn about gender and forest genetic resources? 
– What did you like about the process? 
– What made you uncomfortable? 
The instructions were that: 
• The different groups work for 30 minutes on: gender landscaping, matrix and calendar of 
activities (10 working groups) 
• The different groups of the same gender and of the same activity worked together for the 
next 30 minutes come out with similarities and differences of work carried out in the field 
• Make presentations of group work results 
Aspects that came out strongly: 
• The results of the fieldwork were based on the different orientation of the various teams. 
• The working sessions in the field were participatory 
• There was a lot of unpacking of knowledge and skills of the villagers according to gender. 
Group work 2:  
– Six activities that the villagers are involved in were chosen; collection and processing of 
bush mango, njansang, okock, cocoa, noazet 
– It was meant to unpack household activities between men and women and were it fits in a 
particular gradient 
– 1. Men do all of it 
– 2. Men do most of it 
– 3. Men’s participation is equal to women’s participation 
– 4. Women do most of it 
– 5. Women do all of it 
The following criteria were used 
– Men sell the product 5; women sell the product 1 
– Men do the processing1, 5 women do the processing 
– Women have access to the product 5, 5 men have access to the product 
– Women have skill to manage 1, 5 men have skill to manage 
– The product is sold 1, 5 the product is consumed 
– 5 working groups were formed in such a way that at least one or two participants from the 
different working groups join to form working groups so that results from the different 
working groups are used for the ranking exercise. 
– Rate each column using the appropriate number in continuum in the vertical criteria 
column 
Penalties and Permission  
– Laura present long-awaited joke: “A lion and a mouse” 
– Lea danced to the tune of Abdon et al. - the “Zangalewa” 
– Abdon and Marlène took permission to carry out other duties. 
 
Tool 8: Domain Analysis  
– Task: Identification of similar patterns (families) base on results in respective groups. 
– Both Column-wise and row-wise 
– A kind of multivariate analysis of participatory research outcome 
– Ascertain the degree of association across columns and row variables.  
– A free Software introduced: facilitates such MVA 
– REPGRID (site www.sas2.net) 
– Does clustering of items 
– Shows degree/and strength of associations  
– Other uses and applicable to varying situation  
– Results of scores from 5 groups were displayed 
– A free tutorial book (English, French and Spanish versions) 





– How to synthesize replicated and data? 
– It is hard to keep track when transforming qualitative information into quantitative data 
– A mechanism to visualize and evaluate gendered relations between different variables. 
– What number of tools to use answering particular question or situations? 
– The need for triangulation to assure data quality 
Results: 
Acacia and Cocoa appeared as outliers; indication of single-use species. 
Multiple-use species; common pattern and high association 
In-depth gendered analysis conducted: to unpack and identify the interplay of existing 
relationships between items in common families 
Tool 9: Access and Control Matrix 
– An extensive debate on distinction between Assets and Resource 
– Social categories ≠ Biological categories 
– The scope of exercise contextualized; 
– Exercise: Perception of most important resource  
– Grouped into similar categories (Yvonne and Alda) 
– 6 key resources were jointly agreed; Land – Water – Food trees- Timber – Bush meat - 
Crops 
– Exercise:  Same groups  
– The Access and Control Matrix filled 
– Gradient/Scores: 1 – 5 
– Scope: natural forest, landscape, farmland. 
– Results presented (pasted) 
– Discussion and comments – some burning issues  
– Alteration of the protocol: need for consensus to whatever changes made in course of 
project. 
– The importance of piloting and anticipating the type of data you are likely to collect 
– Question on the notion of control and access 
– Access: allow to manage 
– Control: allow to sell 
– Existence of contextual differences 
– Existence of different layers of “laws”: No public acknowledgement of women’s actual 
control 
– Gendered relationships (at home) influence 
– In order to influence and impart change, e need to know “who”; 
– Is able to make decisions and/or 
– Use recommendations made from our research findings 
Way Forward 
– Expected Contributions of Gendered Participatory Research to CRP6 (Forests, Trees and 
Agroforestry: Livelihoods, Landscapes and Governance) reiterated by Laura 
– What do we need to do? 
– How do we go about with our research? 
– What are the indicators to measure progress towards achieving the outcome 
– Mid-term reports to be submitted 
– Focus will be on what we can do with the tools learned. 
Tool 9 : Time Line  
– Part 1 Baseline: of present research projects 
– Overview of current research protocol and sequences 
– Groups formed based on involvement in on-going projects 
– 2 Groups for Beyond Timber Project 
– 1 Group for Burkina-Faso Project 
– I Group for ICRAF and Potential partners 
– Tasks; in each landscape or project team 
– Provide timeline of current research activities  
– Indicate; Methods, Tools, and Partners. 





– Time 60 minutes 
– Registration sheets filled by participants 
– Days activities closed at about 17:45pm;  
– Group work continued to next day 
 
 
Day 5 - 12 July  
 
On Day 5, the goal was to discuss the Timeline of each project represented in the workshop. 
The timelines are made of the phases, activities, methods, tools and actors used in the past 
superimposed with changes that the participants intend to do with the same aspects in the 
future. The latter part of the day’s afternoon was spent in wrapping up the workshop by 
revisiting expectations, conducting the workshop evaluation and handing over certificates of 
attendance to the participants. 
 
Tool 9: Future Timeline for projects  
Facilitator’s Instructions A: 
• Work in landscape/project teams 
• Make a timeline and mark the different phases of your project 
• Above the timeline place the methods and tools you have been using (before this 
workshop) and with whom 
• Use materials to make your message clear 
• TIME: 60 minutesGroup Outputs: 
 
  
Figures 54-55: Timelines developed by the two groups of Beyond Timber Project 






Figure 56-Timeline: Innovative Extension Approaches- Figure 57: 
Rural Resource Centers Project in Cameroon 
 
 
Figure 58-Timeline: Food Trees Species project in Burkina Faso  
Facilitator’s Instructions B and C 
• Complete your timeline to 2016 
– the methods and tools that you want to introduce 
– when and in what sequence 
– with whom (gender, organization) 
• Identify 2 assumptions that influenced your choice 
• Use materials to make your message clear 
• TIME: 45 minutes 
 
Practical Tips for conducting gender responsive data collection 
• Review the 10 tips within your group 
• Think about how they will guide your research 
• When you present your time line tell us how you may use them 
• TIME: 30 minutesGroup Outputs: 
 






Figures 59-60: Gender responsive research methods and tools for Beyond Timber Project  
 
 

















• Identify one of the outcomes of your project that needs to " genderized" (pink card) 












Figures 62-66  
 
Gender responsive 
research outcomes and 
progress markers 







Highlights of Discussions: 
• There are four major opportunities for the CRP6 program to integrate gender in its 
research activities. The first is the inclusion of gendered activities in the preparation of 
grant proposal for the Phase II of the project. 
• The second is to make use of the gender fellows, the gender specialist and the honorary 
gender research fellow for support.  
• The third is the need to report back to the communities the results of the research 
activities.  This must be done with both women and men who will provide feedback on 
results and take them forward 
• The fourth is the development of gender-stratified recommendations for forest landscape 
management and use to the different stakeholders. 
 
Needs of CRP FTA Scientists 
• In order to implement the proposed changes/ activities for the next three years, the 
participants indicated the need for financial/administrative support, recruitment of a mixed 
gender team of researchers and field follow-up and supervision by neutral facilitators 
 
Other observations 
• Some outcome statements presented are not really outcome statements. An outcome 
can have many indicators and in a way can be considered as progress markers 
• Outcomes can be with capital O or a small letter o, but what is important are what you 
want to happen in a gendered way. 
• The important thing is that we learn more each time across profession, across culture and 
across landscapes 
• Be open to the fact that communities may often use terms that do not conform with our 
scientific background. In a way we should be aware that we are always carrying scientific 
baggage. 
 





   







Participants were asked to put a yellow sticker on their expectation if it had been met during 










Participants told the group what they liked about the workshop (blue cards) and what 
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Annex 2. Resources for Participatory Action Research 
 
Below are two websites where you can find additional background and examples about the 
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